Introduction
For many, an academic career begins with strong disciplinary research training (Boyer, 1990; Probert, 2014) . Like most professionals, academics keep abreast of developments in their discipline and in their profession (Webster-Wright, 2010) . To be appraised of contemporary pedagogic practices, academics who teach should also keep up to date with the teaching conceptions and practices of that discipline (Parsons, Hill, Holland, & Willis, 2012) . The reality for many academics, however, is that they are not encouraged to keep up to date and many are lacking in even fundamental professional development in teaching and learning. For example, in Australia, '37.3 per cent of academics have never undertaken training in university teaching' (Bexley, James, & Arkoudis, 2011, p. 25) . Even though we know that professional development in teaching can improve student learning and change teacherpractitioner thinking and behaviour (Cilliers & Herman, 2010) , professional development provision is frequently uncoordinated, under-resourced, and disconnected from departmental or discipline activities and processes (Boud & Brew, 2013; Roxå & Mårtensson, 2009 ).
To improve teaching and learning, academic development colleagues in many countries work to engage academics with the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL). The reasons for adopting SoTL as a focal point for professional development are well documented (Boud & Brew, 2013; Chalmers, 2011; Staniforth & Harland, 2008; Vardi & Quin, 2011) . Initiatives adopted to facilitate this engagement are broad ranging: from accredited programmes such as the University of British Columbia's Certificate in 'SoTL Leadership' (Hubball, Clarke, & Poole, 2010) , to policy 'directives' at Auckland University of Technology, New Zealand (Grossman, Haigh, & Jiao, 2009) , to nurturing of social networks at different institutional levels at Lund University, Sweden (Mårtensson, Roxå, & Stensaker, 2014; Roxå & Mårtensson, 2009) .
In a world increasingly driven by quality assurance, SoTL can also have a performative function, 'allowing a university to make claims about teaching performance and teaching quality' (Peseta, Brew, McShane, & Barrie, 2007, p. 223) . This function effectively raises the value of SoTL as a mechanism to enhance the quality of education in universities, and possibly accounts for the recent move towards 'more strategic institutional and national policy' to harness SoTL (Fanghanel, Pritchard, Potter, & Wisker, 2016, p. 4, executive summary) . This UK Higher Education Academy (HEA) project by Fanghanel et al., suggests there is a move in the literature to 'develop competence and excellence frameworks ' (p. 4) . However, to date, there is limited literature on institutional SoTL capacity building, that is, how institutions support academics to become SoTL practitioners. While there are examples of typologies that help to 'guide decisions on how to get started in supporting the development of a SoTL program' (Hamilton, 2014, p. 1) and lists of initiatives implemented by institutions to support SoTL (Healey, 2014) , the sector lacks the 'definitional framework' for SoTL, 'that allows for institutional adaptability in order to account for sector and disciplinary diversity, rather than providing a new definition' (Fanghanel et al., 2016, p. 4) . The works of Healey and Hamilton do not provide the 'definitional framework' called for by Fanghanel et al., as there are limitations with both. Healey's, 2014 list (since revised in 2016) emerged from personal observations and experience over the course of his career. This list is comprehensive but not necessarily exhaustive. Hamilton (2014) developed a matrix to support institutional leaders to integrate 'SoTL into the fabric of the institution' (2014, p. 5). Hamilton's typology uses the categories of Leadership, Policy and Planning, and Organisational Structure in relation to the areas of developing institutional expertise, supporting research in action, and sustaining collective engagement. His typology, based at a single institution, is designed to help guide decisions on how to get started in supporting the development of a SoTL program.
To address this gap, we have developed a framework informed by Healey's list and Hamilton's typology. The authors engaged in a rigorous iterative process that lead to the development of a conceptual framework. This conceptual framework enables the exploration of institutional development of staff SoTL capabilities. It facilitates institutional conversations about SoTL with the intention of improving teaching and learning practices.
Approach and findings
During 2015 and 2016, in association with the International Society for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (ISSOTL) 2015 conference, the authors of this paper met and worked together as part of the 2015 International Collaborative Writing Group (ICWG) event. Our collaborative writing group consisted of experienced academic developers, that is, university staff who work in 'the field of professional and strategic development associated with university and college learning and teaching' (Fraser, Gosling, & Sorcinelli, 2010, p. 49) . Collectively, we represented five institutions across Australia and Singapore, all with a strong interest in advancing SoTL within our own institutions.
We began this project by considering the broad issues associated with supporting and developing new faculty, including building capacity to enable these people to become successful SoTL practitioners in the future. As our group was geographically dispersed, communication strategies included email and telephone conversations, collaborative Skype sessions, document sharing, and face-to-face sessions.
To consider the approaches to supporting and developing staff engaged with SoTL, we engaged with an iterative theory building approach (Kerssens-van Drongelen, 2001 ). This iterative approach drew on multiple data collection and analysis methods as appropriate to the nature of the research and cycle of our investigation. Each cycle culminated in a reflective activity, which led to a refinement of the guiding investigation questions and findings and conclusions. We explored, explained, and validated the refined questions emerging from each cycle through the subsequent cycles. The iterative process is rigorous due to its cyclical design combined with critical reflection. The design and outcomes improved as we proceeded. Our process moved us through three cycles of development, reflection, and refinement, with each new cycle taking us in new directions as our thinking evolved in response to our observations, our consideration of the literature and feedback from colleagues and critical friends. The first cycle concentrated on refining our focus. Cycle 2 saw us developing a tool that could be used as a checklist or audit tool. The final cycle resulted in us developing a framework for reflection. We undertook our discussions, critical reflections, and data gathering within an interpretivist paradigm (Ling & Ling, 2016) , and as such our values, interests, and beliefs influenced our processes. Teaching and Learning; and Teaching and Learning Inquiry) , and recent key national and international studies.
Development
Our review revealed a paucity of studies on effective institutional capacity building of SoTL. To address this gap, our initial approach was to draw on Felten's Principles of Good Practice in SoTL (Felten, 2013) . These five principles (inquiry focussed on student learning; grounded in context; methodologically sound; conducted in partnership with students; and appropriately public) offer a lens through which SoTL activities may be evaluated. Using this approach, we circulated a draft paper to the wider ICWG community (approximately 60 faculty and students) for comment and critique. Thirteen ICWG members provided feedback. They highlighted the need to differentiate clearly if our research was targeting existing faculty 'new to SoTL' or those faculty 'new to a career in teaching and learning and thus also new to SoTL' .
Reflection
Through reflection on the feedback and in the light of the current literature, we noted our approach would have difficulty discerning the type and nature of SoTL capacity building support available to faculty. We also noted that while Felten's principles were applicable to SoTL capacity development for individual faculty, they were more limited when applied to broader contexts such as institutional SoTL capacity development. As a result of these reflections, we realised that an institutional culture that builds SoTL consists of many facets of support at different levels. These facets are essential for the sustained development of an individual's understanding of SoTL, and how they can be supported to become practitioners of SoTL.
Refinement
As a result of the feedback and reflections, our focus moved from examining the activities that build faculty capacity to instead focussing on developing a tool designed to identify and examine institutional context, processes, systems, and culture that surround SoTL capacity building. We acknowledged the need to take a broader, institutional (macro)-level view (Mårtensson et al., 2014) . At this point, we conceptualised the need for a tool to be used as a checklist. We anticipated that such a tool would enhance our understanding of SoTL and the capacity building of faculty within institutions. This tool would support senior leaders, academic developers, and department/faculty leaders to audit existing offerings, and thereby draw conclusions, comments, or strategies for new directions to enhance future SoTL activity. This tool could be used to identify gaps in practices and guide additional institutional support required to build SoTL capacity. The development and use of such a tool is in line with the recommendations emerging from the recent study conducted in the UK (Fanghanel et al., 2016) .
Cycle 2: developing a tool for auditing SoTL capacity building
We began this cycle of inquiry with the aim of developing a tool to define or characterise SoTL capacity building within an institution. The tool was envisioned as a list of best practice activities or characteristics that would enable anyone to audit the level of support available within an institution for SoTL development by checking against a prescribed list of characteristics or activities. We developed the tool by synthesising existing resources: a list of strategies to encourage engagement with SoTL (Healey, 2014) , and a structured typology of SoTL support activities (Hamilton, 2014) . Together these resources provided a comprehensive overview of initiatives that resonated with our professional experiences in supporting SoTL capacity building.
We constructed our tool by reorganising elements from Healey's list within the three categories identified by Hamilton (Leadership, Policy and Planning, and Organisational Structure) . Elements from Hamilton's typology, not already covered by Healey's list, were also incorporated into the tool. We also adjusted the language used to make the tool more broadly applicable across different institutional contexts. The tool was formatted as a table with the SoTL activities or characteristics listed down the left side and a blank column on the right side for writing about the presence or absence of institutional activities that corresponded to the SoTL elements listed on the left. At this stage, the tool resembled a checklist (See Table 1 ).
Development
Individually we used the tool to capture evidence of the SoTL activities at our own institutions. We each used the tool to guide detailed organisational searches, where we searched institutional policy documents and processes; reward and recognition guidelines; public and internal webpages; reflected on personal experience and knowledge; and held discussions with colleagues. The outcome was a summary document for each institution, similar to an audit, containing information relevant to each element listed in the tool.
We assumed that we would also be able to use the tool for benchmarking purposes. Our intention was to collect data in a standardised manner, and then compare and contrast our institutions. For example, while one institution provided activities associated with the Policy and Planning category, another had very few activities in this category but had activities in another.
To analyse this data, we used a face-to-face group process where, as individuals, we read aloud directly from our institutional data, augmenting the facts with personal narratives of our experiences. We worked together to conduct a collaborative review of the data, our reflections, and our experience of using the tool.
Reflection
We compared and discussed our findings, and reflected on our use of the tool. While the intention had been to use the tool to uncover institutional practices with the potential for benchmarking, our discussion and reflection revealed highly contextualised narratives. Our institutions had different foci and were at different points along a trajectory of implementing SoTL. For example, one of us found a focus on developing scholarly teaching with little emphasis on the publishing of scholarly research. Another of us uncovered a strong focus on SoTL publication embedded in career progression yet provided little development of SoTL-specific skills. Importantly, we saw that our institution's priorities, aims, and strategic intentions in developing SoTL capacity differed. Common themes across institutional practices were difficult to identify, suggesting that what might be considered 'best practice' at one institution did not necessarily translate to a different context.
We noted that our use of the tool encouraged a reflective, and challenging, analysis of our institution's support for SoTL capacity building. More importantly, when we considered our use of the tool, we observed we had used the tool as an audit-like checklist to identify all of the activities we were not undertaking. We realised we were on dangerous ground; the evidence gathered sometimes contradicted the espoused narratives of our institutions. We recognised the importance and value of surfacing these discrepancies, but we also acknowledged the need for a more positive approach. As a checklist, the tool encouraged a negative audit approach which focused on the absences, rather than identifying strengths and promoting constructive thinking. The initial use of the tool also identified structural issues with the tool itself: a lack of hierarchy amongst the characteristics, an inequity of relative importance of items in the lists and a lack of clear structure to the characteristics being examined. We identified the potential for the tool to be used in a way we had not envisaged. Given our own reactions to this process, we recognised the potential value of re-positioning the tool away from a checklist towards a mechanism for stimulating possibilities. Our process had revealed that the tool, used constructively, stimulated highly reflective conversations about the institutional supports available for SoTL and identification of gaps in SoTL support. It became apparent that we needed to reposition and refine the tool. Instead of a checklist, the tool needed to become a framework to guide discussion. This repurposing required us to clarify its purpose and revise the structure.
Refinement
As a result of our discussions, reflections, and initial findings, we moved to reposition our tool as a new conceptual framework designed to guide institutional conversations about SoTL capacity building. This framework could be used by a broad range of people, necessitating changes to language and structure to make it more accessible. This new conceptual framework needed to guide reflection and observations about institutional practices, not generate a uniform set of standards that dictated optimal practice. This framework prompts discussions to identify gaps and silences, pockets of excellence, and future directions for change and improvements.
To facilitate this change in use we reformatted the tool from a 'checklist' with a blank column beside all characteristics suggesting that all characteristics needed evidence and examples. This removed an expectation that all were required for 'good' SoTL support. The characteristics were reframed as categories with examples and suggestions to prompt discussion rather than identify characteristics that were evident or missing.
Cycle 3: developing a framework for reflection
While we found that the framework and the exercise of reflection yielded insights into our institutional practices, we examined only a few institutions, predominantly in Australia. We wanted to ensure that the framework was appropriate to a wider context. To gauge the applicability and use of the framework beyond the group we adopted a connoisseurship evaluation approach to gather feedback from international critical friends.
Development
Connoisseurship evaluation involves a connoisseur or expert in a field of study estimating the worth of a new innovation (Eisner, 1991 (Eisner, , 2003 . We sent the framework via email to five international experts from different countries for comment. These experts were identified on the basis of their publications, awards, consultancies, and editorship of relevant journals. These experts were invited to participate as critical friends. They were informed that the two-page conceptual framework was intended to be used by academic developers and others wishing to examine their institution or department practices, as a lens to examine institutional activities offered to support and develop SoTL capacity. They were informed that, rather than a checklist, the framework was designed to guide reflection and institutional conversation to identify gaps and strengths, and to focus consideration of possible future directions. They were asked to read through the framework and consider if it was applicable within their own context, whether the language used would be understood in their context, and whether there were any gaps in SoTL activity or support, which this framework failed to consider. Comments of a general nature were also invited. One critical friend elected to knowledge-sharing (e.g., presentations, workshops, poster share the framework with a wider group of academic developers at a particular institution, while the others elected to provide personal impressions and reflections. Detailed responses and feedback was received from four of the experts contacted. Feedback and commentary were returned via email, collated, and circulated to the group to guide reflection.
Consider if research in action is supported?

Such as… nurturing existing support groups and communities of practice; developing informal or formal groups and networks to support SoTL scholars; creating writing groups; sponsoringSoTL publications (newsletter or journal); providing direct encouragement and check-ins with SoTL scholars; providing access to relevant campus venues for potential
Policy & Planning Consider if SoTL is integrated into institutional policy and planning strategies?
Such as… developing an institutional definition of SoTL that embraces all disciplines and departments
Reflection
The framework was consistently identified by our critical friends as a useful reflective guide. It was perceived to be helpful for considering existing support activities and developing institutional definitions. The feedback also revealed that potential applications of the framework depended on the role of the person working with the framework, suggesting that the framework could be used to guide conversations at different levels.
Refinement
Some feedback was received relating to the use of context-specific language within the framework (for example, the use of the word 'faculty' rather than 'academic' was considered more accessible to an international audience). The framework was adjusted accordingly. Guidelines defining the use of the framework were also developed as an introduction to the framework itself. This iterative process generated the final version of the conceptual framework as shown in Figure 1 . In keeping with the intended use of the framework, as a guide to facilitating discussion and reflection of institutional practices, we have called the framework Facilitating Institutional Conversations about SoTL (FIC-SoTL). This conceptual framework is intended to:
• assist in the identification of key aspects that underpin and enable effective engagement in SoTL within individual institutions; • trigger reflection and meaningful conversations on the existing structures and practices that facilitate or prevent SoTL development; • recognise the importance and impact of leadership, policy, and planning, and organisational structures on SoTL activities in order to manage and influence these domains; and • identify, support, and encourage SoTL activities strategically across the institution to build institutional and individual staff SoTL capacity.
Conclusions
Through this collaborative writing process, we have developed a framework that can be applied in different institutional contexts to facilitate institutional conversations about SoTL with the intention of improving teaching and learning practices. We also believe that this outcome contributes to a definitional framework for SoTL 'that allows for institutional adaptability in order to account for sector and disciplinary diversity' (Fanghanel et al., 2016, p. 4) .
Potential applications for FIC-SoTL
The FIC-SoTL framework has been developed to support conversations by staff at different levels of a tertiary institution to discuss, identify, develop, implement, and assess strategies to embed and develop SoTL capacity. The framework can serve as a dynamic and strategic planning resource for institutional leaders to identify SoTL capacity building strengths and future needs.
It is important to note that FIC-SoTL is not designed as an audit tool. Such a tool could imply a standardisation of quality, or a judgement that 'good SoTL looks like this …' . It is our view that discussions focussing on SoTL should include moderated phrases such as 'guiding principles' and 'frameworks to guide conversations' , in preference to language about defining, auditing, or standardising. We do not want to see a set of 'Best Practice Criteria' or a concrete set of SoTL guidelines, as this standardisation implies there is a universal understanding of what SoTL is and that SoTL can be standardised across all institutions in all contexts. We believe that different institutional priorities will always impact the ways in which SoTL is supported, encouraged, and defined.
Adopting FIC-SoTL to differing institutional contexts
At the institutional or departmental levels, senior managers can use the framework to generate informed and focussed discussion with staff about the types of initiatives that would best support SoTL capacity development in their context. Directors of Academic Development units can use the framework to discuss with senior managers the alignment of initiatives with policies, processes, structures, documents and resources. Faculty-based Associate Deans Teaching and Learning can use the framework to discuss with their departmental academic developer the strengths and gaps in SoTL support.
This framework is consistent with the recent Fanghanel et al. (2016) investigation that found that SoTL activities have moved away from the initial focus on individuals' practices, to a more strategic institutional and national policy focus to harness SoTL and develop competence and excellence frameworks. Our framework supports this move towards SoTL development at the strategic institutional level. However, while the authors of this paper and critical friends have considered the application of the framework in relation to their own institutions, the framework needs to be tested in the field.
The strength of FIC-SoTL lies in its basis in the literature and its iterative development of application, reflection, and redesign, utilising the experience of the authors, their colleagues, and other international experts. We therefore anticipate that this framework will provide future users with a starting point for their own reflection and action.
